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burden of private ownership, of mines, the great key industries,
banks, insurance companies, etc., as well as to their great
responsibility to the community.
An intermediary solution should perhaps be sought between
the principle expressed in Article 17, which in 1789 held the right
of property as sacred and inviolable, and the principle of the
Russian Revolution, which abolished it in 1917. In any case, a
decision must be reached with regard to this principle, which
supersedes by far all others in importance, if the rights of modern
man are to be determined in this industrialised age.
It might be said, for example, that the French community
when choosing a form of government would decide how far the
right of property is inviolable and sacred and how far it is not,
and hence can be violated or even abolished. On the other
hand, the fundamental principle might be laid down from the
start that, property not being an inviolable and sacred right, the
community should decide how far such a right can be abolished
or only restricted. In the latter event the reverse of the Declara-
tion of 1789 would be adopted subject only to the community
deciding how far the opposite principle should be applied. The
difference between the two points of view is evident. In the
former the main question would be left open and the final
decision between the abolition of private property, its mainten-
ance in entirety or an intermediary solution reserved for the
National Assembly. In the latter the future National Assembly
would to a certain extent be restricted, the decision being taken
in advance (the candidate could be pledged for or against this
principle, as in the United States for the preliminary party
elections the candidates are pledged for a certain Presidential
candidate) and ratified by the people that private property is not
an inviolable and sacred right and this principle once adopted,
only the choice of accepting this principle in entirety or in part
would be left for discussions in the National Assembly. In such
an event Ajrticle 17 could be drawn up in the following terms:
" Property not being an inviolable and sacred right, the citizen
may be deprived thereof should public necessity, legally deter-
mined, demand it. Under the same conditions, and excep-
tionally, the owner shall receive fair and just compensation."
As to the first Article, the magnificent phrase " Men are born
and remain free and equal in rights " is of greater importance
to-day than ever in view of the presence of a Hitler in the world.
But the second phrase of this Article, " Social distinctions shall
only be founded upon public usefulness," must be understood
against the background of its time, the struggle against the